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3 || INTHE MATTER OF U. S WEST )
COMMUNICATIONS, INC.'S ) DOCKET NO. U-0000-97-238
4 || COMPLIANCE WITH § 271 OF THE ) DOCUMENT 0n HT
The Phosrix laza TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF ) ADDITIONS TO MA¥27, 1997
2t Foor 5 || 1996 ) PROCEDURAL ORDER
ket 6 )
Telephone
602.207.1288 7
Faceimile 4 q On May 27, 1997, the Arizona Corporation Commission ("Commission") issued a
procedural order (the "Order") outlining the procedure to be used for collecting information
9
bearing on an application filed by U S WEST Communications, Inc. ("U S WEST") under
10
section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. That order permitted interested parties
11
to suggest, within 21 days, additional items or questions to be included in Attachments A and
12
B of the Order. This filing contains additions proposed by AT&T.
13
L ATTACHMENT B
14
Attachments A and B of the Order contain questions taken from the August 1996
15 Department of Justice ("DOJ") document titled "Issues and Information to Consider In
16 Evaluating BOC Section 271 Application For In-Region InterL ATA Entry." In February of
17 this year, DOJ distributed to members of the public a supplement to that 1996 memorandum
18 which describes additional categories of information states should gather in evaluating a
19| section 271 application. That supplemental memorandum is attached to this filing. AT&T
20

requests that at least the following questions from the DOJ supplemental memorandum be
21 || added to Attachment B:

22 Capacity for providing resold services and network elements [DOJ memo, question 8].

2 a) What volumes of orders for checklist items has U S WEST been fulfilling and

24 is U S WEST capable of handling current levels of demand for services by
competitors in a reasonable and timely manner?
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b) For example, how many orders for resold services and unbundled loops has
U S WEST been processing in a day? How does the volume of orders from
competitors that U S WEST is processing in a day compare to the volumes of
orders that it can process for its own retail customers in a day?

c) How many orders for service does U S WEST complete for its own retail
customers in a specified time period and how does this compare to the
numbers of orders for checklist items from competitors that U S WEST can
complete within the same time period.

Future capacity for providing resold services and network elements [DOJ memo, question 9].

a) Is U S WEST capable, or will U S WEST be capable, of meeting future
forecasted demands for checklist items and how does U S WEST propose to
meet such demands? For example, if competitors inform U S WEST that they
expect to increase their demand for certain checklist items at a scheduled time
period, will U S WEST be capable of processing and completing such
increased orders by that date and in a timely manner?

b) Does U S WEST have plans in place by which it could increase the capacity of
the mechanisms it has set up to handle competitor demands for checklist items
and what are those plans, do they include electronic and manual mechanisms?

c) Does U S WEST have plans in place by which it could increase the capacity of
the mechanisms it has set up to handle competitor demands for checklist items
and what are those plans, do they include electronic and manual mechanisms?

IL HEARING ON U S WEST SECTION 271 APPLICATION

Ninety days before U S WEST files its application with the FCC, it must file all
information responsive to Attachments A and B with the Commission. Order 46, subpart 4.
Interested parties have 30 business days to file comments on U S WEST's application with
the Commission. Id. subpart 4. U S WEST has 15 business days to respond to the
comments of interested parties. Id. AT&T understands that the briefing schedule outlined in
the Order applies equally to the early filings by U S WEST relating to less than all checklist
items, and the final all-encompassing filing which will address all 14 checklist items. This
briefing process will require approximately 64-66 calendar days (depending upon which
holidays follow the U S WEST filing). AT&T submits that the Commission will be aided by -
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1 || - and fairness to interested parties necessitates -- a hearing on the U S WEST section 271
2 || application. AT&T proposes that the hearing be held no sooner than ten business days
3 || following U S WEST's filing of responsive comments. During this hearing, Commission

4 || representatives and interested parties will be able to question U S WEST concerning
The Phoenix Plaza

2929 CentratAve. - 5 || information submitted in the docket and U S WEST will be able to question interested parties

P.O. Box 36379
Phoenix, Arizona

85067-6379 6 || regarding comments filed in the docket.
502207 7298 7 DATED this 17th day of June, 1997.
Facsimile
602.235.8444 8 OSBORN MALEDON, P A.
9
10 By CZ—» <, _]g “,A_
11 S. Burke
2929 N. Central Ave., 21st Floor
12 Post Office Box 36379
Phoenix, Arizona 85067-6379
13
14 Mary B. Tribby
Law and Government Affairs
15 AT&T
1875 Lawrence Street, Suite 1575
16 Denver, CO 80202
17 Attorneys for AT&T Communications of the Mountain
18 States, Inc.

19 || ORIGINAL and TEN COPIES filed

June 17, 1997, with:
20

21 Docket Control Division
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
22 || 1200 West Washington Street

Phoenix, AZ 85007
23

24
25
26
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COPIES hand-delivered June 17, 1997, to:

Jerry L. Rudibaugh

Chief Hearing Officer

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
1200 West Washington Street

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Lindy Funkhouser, Chief Counsel

Deborah R. Scott

Legal Division

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
1200 West Washington Street

Phoenix, AZ 85007

Carl Dabelstein, Director

Utilities Division

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
1200 West Washington Street

Phoenix, AZ 85007

COPY mailed June 17, 1997, to:

Timothy Berg
FENNEMORE CRAIG, P.C.
3003 North Central Avenue, Suite 2600
Phoenix, AZ 85012-2913
Attorneys for U S WEST Communications, Inc.

Patrick Quinn

Susanne Mason

U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
3033 N. Third Street, Room 1014
Phoenix, AZ 85012

Thomas H. Campbell

LEWIS AND ROCA

40 North Central Avenue

Phoenix, AZ 85004
Attorneys for MCI Telecommunications Corporation
and MClImetro Access Transmission Services, Inc.
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1 || Karen L. Clauson

Thomas F. Dixon

Z | MCI Telecommunications Corporation
3 || 707 17th Street, Suite 3900

Denver, CO 80202

4
The Phoenix Plaza Michael Patten
2929 N. Central Ave.
21st Floor 5 Lex Smith
P.O. Box 36379
Phoenix, Arizona BROWN & BAIN, P.A.
85067+8379 6
Teloohons 2901 N. Central Avenue
602.%07.1288 7 P. O. Box 400
Facsimile Phoenix, AZ 85001-0400
8 Attorneys for American Communications Services, Inc.
9 and Electric Lightwave, Inc.

10 || Donald A. Low

Sprint Communications Company, L.P.
11 || 8140 Ward Parkway, #5E

1 Kansas City, MO 64114

Greg Patterson

Residential Utility Consumer Office
14 || 2828 N. Central Ave., Suite 1200
Phoenix, AZ 85004

13

15

Thomas L. Mumaw
16 || SNELL & WILMER, L.L.P,
17 One Arizona Center

400 East Van Buren

18 || Phoenix, AZ 85004-0001

9 Attorneys for Brooks Fiber Communications of Tucson, Inc.

20
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FURTHER ISSUES AND INFORMATION TO CONSIDER IN EVALUATING BOC
SECTION 271 APPLICATIONS FOR IN-REGION INTERLATA ENTRY

In August of 1996 the Department issued a document (DOJ Working Draft No 1),
describing cerain categories of information that the Deparument believes would be usefu) for
states 10 obtain in a BOC 271 compliance proceeding  This document supplements the
suggested list of questions in our earlier Working Draft by focusing on the problems associated
with ordering, provisioning, and maintaining BOC elements and sen ices and developing
appropriate performance standards

(1) Which. if any. of the fourteen checklist items is the BOC prescnuy
commercially provisioning to competitors with whom it has entered into interconnection
apreemens that have been approved by a State PUC under section 252 of the
Telecommunications Act?

(2) Which. if any, of the fourteen checklist items is the BOC capable of
commercially provisioning even if it is not actually furnishing them to any competitors?
Ho .aas the BOC demonstrated this capability?

(3) Isthe BOC provisioning chechlist items. or is it capable of provisioning
checklist items, in conformance with the requirements 1n the FCC™s August 8th Order”?

(4) What are the mechanisms the BOC has set up 1o provision checklist items to
competitors? Such mechanisms could include electronic interfaces as well as manual
procedures implemented by employees. For example, to respond to a competitor’s
request for unbundled loops, what steps does the BOC follow and what systems does 11
use? Does the BOC employ electronic interfaces 10 respond 10 requesis for unbundled
loops and how does it physically cut over the loops 10 competitors? What steps does the
BOC follow Lo provide competitors with access 10 poles, ducts and rights of way?

(5) Has the BOC set up mechanisms to provision checklist 1tems in all areas of a

state, including areas where it is not currently provisioning checklist items 10
competitors? How do the mechanisms that the BOC has set up in areas of a stale where it
is provisioning checklist items compare to the mechanisms it has set up in areas of a state

* where it is not currently provisioning them? Are there any differences between areas of a
state where the BOC is provisioning checklist items and areas of a state where it is not
such that, in these latter areas, the BOC would need 10 set up different or additional
mechanisms to provision checklist itemns?

(6) 1n connection with each checklist item that a BOC is commercially
provisioning to competitors: (a) how many of such items has the BOC provisioned; (b)
whar types of each item is the BOC provisioning: (c) to whom is the BOC provisioning
these items; and (d) are any competitors using these items 10 provision service 10 their

Supplemental DOJ Working Draft



own retail customers? For example. if a BOC i1s commercially provisioning unbundled
loops 1o competitors. what 1ypes of loops is the BOC provisioning, how many of such
loops has the BOC already provisioned. to whom has the BOC provisioned these loops.
and arc the competitors currently using these Joops to provision service 10 their own
customers”

(7) Whar are the ime periods within which a BOC 1s mecung current competilor
demands for checklist nems and how does that timing compare with either the timing
under which the BOC provisions such items to itself or the timing under which it
provisions rewail services to its own retail customers? For example. how does a BOC
determine which competitor requests 10 respond to first? Does it do so on a first come.
first serve basis, or under some other system? Once a competitor has submined a request
for an unbundled loop, for example, how quickly does the BOC implement the request
and how docs this compare 10 the time within which the BOC can turn up service for its
own retail customers? How doces the time within which a BOC provides service to its
own reail customers compare 10 the 1ime within which it completes an order from a
sompetitor for resold services?

(8) What volumes of orders for checklist items has the BOC been fulfilling and is
the BOC capable of handling current levels of demand for services by competitors in a
reasonable and timely manner? For example. how many orders for resold services and
unbundled loops has the BOC been processing in a day? How does the volume of orders
from competitors that a BOC is processing in a day compare (o the volumes of orders that
it can process for its own retail customers in a day? How many orders for service does a
BOC complete for its own retail cusiomers in a specified time period and how does this
compare 10 the numbers of orders for checklist items from competitors that 8 BOC can
complete within the same time period?

(9) Is the BOC capable, or will the BOC be capable, of meeting future forecasted
demands for checklist items and how has the BOC proposed to meet such demands? For
example, if competitors inform a BOC that they expect 10 increase their demand for
certain checklist items at a scheduled time period, will the BOC be capable of processing
and completing such increased orders by that date and in a timely manner? Does the
BOC have plans in place by which it could increase the capacity of the mechanisms it has
sct up 10 handle competitor demands for checklist items and what are those plans, do they
include electronic and manual mechanjsms?

(10) How does the quality and reliability of checklist items that the BOC is
provisioning 10 competitors compare to the quality and reliability of such items when the
BOC either provisions them to itself or uses them to provide service to the BOC’s own
re1ail customers?

(11) Are the operations suppor sysiems (OSS) the BOC has set up for pre-
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ordering. ordering, provisioning. maintenance and repairs. and billing working on a
commercial basis? Do these sysiems adhere 10 any current or expected national
standards? What tasks are these systems performing? Who are the competitors thal have
uscd them and who are the competitors that are currently using them? How long have
these competitors been using these svstems. which checklist items are they being used w0
1ahe orders for. and are there any checklist items they cannot handle® What volumes of
orders and other electronic wransactions for each checkhist item are the OSS sysiems
currently handling, what are the time periods under which these systems are responding
10 such orders and transactions, and how reliable are these systems? How does the
quality of the OSS systems which the BOC is using for competitors compare in practice
1o the quality of the comparable systems which the BOC currently uses for its own retail
operations? Do the BOC's OSS systems have the capacity to handle future forecasted
demands? If not, can the capacity be increased to accommodate future increased demand
in a timely manner and has the BOC submitted plans demonstrating how it ¢can increase
the capacity of its systems to meet such demand?

(12) Are there any performance standards the BOC must meet regarding the
quelity, reliability, and imeliness of provisioning checklist items? How were these
performance standards determined and how do they compare 10 the performance
standards the BOC meets when it provisions checklist items 10 itself or services to its
own end use customers? Are there any mechanisms o enforce these standards and what
are these mechanisms? Are there any reporting requirements that a BOC must comply
with that can be used 1o judge whether the BOC is meeting these performance standards?

(13) Have competitors set forth any significant complainis about any of the
mechanisms thal the BOC has instituted to order, provision or maintain checklist
elements and services. or to ensure adequate levels of performance quality on an ongoing
basis with competitive parity between the BOC and its competitors?
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